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gotten to be sensitive about congres-
sional overreaching and partisanship.

Unfortunately, it always just seems
to depend on whose ox is being gored.
You look back over the congressional
investigations and you will see that in-
variably there is some partisanship in-
volved in it because the majority party
investigates the President of the other
party and the minority party cries
“politics” and talks about how much
money we are wasting and how much
money we are spending. I remember
those conversations back when some of
these other investigations over the
years were started. The pattern seems
to be the same.

So now we can all assume our nat-
ural and customary positions as Repub-
licans and Democrats, or we can actu-
ally look to the merits of the case. I
suggest that we do that. I think the
American people would appreciate it.
It would not be unprecedented.

The vote in the Senate to form the
Watergate Committee, for example,
was a unanimous vote at a time when
still most people thought that it was,
in fact, a third-rate burglary. When it
came time to subpoena President Nix-
on’s White House tapes, the vote on the
Watergate Committee was unanimous,
including that of the distinguished
Senator from Hawaii, Senator INOUYE.
When it came time to sue the President
to enforce that subpoena, I signed the
pleadings as counsel to the committee.
All this was not because the pro-
ceedings were totally free of partisan-
ship. It was because we believed the
privilege was not being properly as-
serted by the President. I respectfully
suggest that the same is true here.

I still have hope that the President
will reconsider his position—not over
the question of a handful of notes—
over the general proposition of whether
at this particular time in our history
we want to see another President claim
a privilege to keep information from
the American people.

We are not writing on a blank slate
here, Mr. President. Our country has a
history with regard to such matters
and it has had an effect on us as a peo-
ple. This day in time when a President
who withholds information from the
public has a higher duty and a higher
burden than ever before. The people
want the facts. They want the truth.
The President, any President, should
have a very good reason for denying it.
The President in this case simply does
not have one. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the unanimous consent agreement the
Senator from Ohio is to be recognized.

The Chair, in my capacity as a Sen-
ator from the State of New York, asks
unanimous consent that, thereafter,
Senator MURKOWSKI from Alaska be
recognized.

Without objection, it is so ordered.

———
CONCERN FOR CONGRESS

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to
speak very briefly about the remarks
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that Senator BYRD made on the floor.
Mr. President, the subject that Senator
BYRD brought up today is something
that has been bothering me in an in-
creasing way all during this year. Per-
haps it is because some of the tensions
are particularly high with regard to
the directions that the Government,
the Congress, is trying to take us this
year. These concerns have bothered me
as much as they have Senator BYRD
and not just in the examples he men-
tioned earlier today but some others,
also.

I think it is time to reflect briefly on
that and I will not take the Senate’s
time for very long, but I want to make
a few remarks in support of his earlier
statement.

Our Government is formed with the
respect of the view of all parties. We
look back and our Constitution did not
establish a benevolent monarchy where
one person makes the decisions for all
of our country and moves us ahead or
behind on the decisions of one person.
We have split powers in Government.
We have a legislative, executive and a
judicial branch of Government. We
have seen our system of constitutional
Government evolve into 435 House
Members and 100 Members of the U.S.
Senate. Mr. President, 535 people were
sent here not to be of one mind or one
kind of person or one view, but sent
here expecting to bring our varied
views from all over the country and
work out the best solution to what the
future of this country may be.

Try as they may, no one person or
one small group has all the wisdom so
that they can confidently say we are
right and you are wrong. That is not
the way we are set up. And when it
comes down to where we stoop to just
name calling, which has happened on
the floor, it tells more to me about the
speaker than it does about the object
the speaker happens to be belittling at
the moment.

I think we maybe should remember
something that too often is forgotten
on the floor. That is, you cannot build
yourself up by tearing someone else
down. When someone uses belittling or
semi-insulting language to the Presi-
dent of the United States, does that de-
mean the President? No, it does not. It
demeans the speaker. And it brands the
speaker as someone who is, perhaps,
covering up an inability to deal with
the matters at hand by attacking the
other side in a belittling way. The re-
sort to invective and character assas-
sination is not constructive legislative
discourse, as the voters expected. We
have seen examples here on the floor in
the last few months of signs being put
up, ‘“Where is Bill? Where is Bill? Hey,
where is Bill?”’ Arms waving, ‘“‘Where is
Bill?”’ Playing to the cameras and re-
ferring to the President as ‘‘that guy,”
repeatedly.

We had, one evening here, over by the
exit door over there on the east side of
the floor, a number of House Members
who had come over here and were on
the floor that day. Senator BYRD was
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making a short statement, and they
were milling around and actually
laughing at Senator BYRD, laughing
out loud at Senator BYRD on the Sen-
ate floor, sneering at him. When we
called attention to them there, they
kept right up, one person in particular.

What has happened? I do not think
we would have seen that some years
ago. It is insulting, No. 1; insulting, not
just to the President or not insulting
just to Senator BYRD; it is insulting to
the Senate of the United States of
America. To me that is a new low. Is it
any wonder, when we see our own
Members behaving like that, any won-
der why people have their doubts about
the Congress of the United States?

‘““Politics,” a great word, it stems
from an old Greek word meaning ‘‘busi-
ness of all the people.” I cannot think
of anything in a democracy, anything
in this United States of America, that
deserves more respect and deserves
more effort, nothing is more important
than that business of all the people.

We bemoan the lack of respect for
Congress, while we need the greatest
faith between the people of this coun-
try and their elected officials. We need
the greatest faith, underline that, faith
between each other here, if we are to
accomplish what we are all about. We
want to know that everyone here is
working for the best long-term inter-
ests of the United States of America
and not just trying to salve their own
egos at the moment by making belit-
tling remarks about others here or
about the President.

If we had a scale here and faith was
on one end, doubt would be over here
on the other. How do we move that
scale toward faith? How do we restore
faith? Not by casting insulting re-
marks at other officials. You have
faith, you have confidence in our insti-
tutions, in our legislative, executive
and judicial branches—we must have
faith in Congress. We must do the
things that will engender faith and
confidence in Congress. We must do the
things that will engender faith and
confidence in the Presidency, whether
Democrat or Republican, the office of
the Presidency of the United States,
the chief executive officer of our Na-
tion. We must have faith and con-
fidence in the Senate. We must have
faith and confidence in Senators. We
must have faith and confidence in each
other if we are to accomplish our job.

As Senator BYRD said, to use depre-
cating language toward each other or
toward the President moves toward
doubt; it moves toward doubt and dis-
sension, and not toward that kind of
faith that we need if we are to do our
job. That just makes our problems even
more intractable.

We are all proud of our mothers, of
course. I am proud of my mother. She
has long since departed this world, but
she used to have a lot of little homilies
and a lot of little sayings. I still re-
member some of them today.

When we, as kids, were being too
critical of someone I remember my
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mother saying this one, ‘“There is so
much bad in the best of us, and so
much good in the worst of us, it ill-be-
hooves any of us to speak badly about
the rest of us.”

Maybe here on the Senate floor, when
we get a little carried away sometimes
back and forth, it gets very personal—
as it has gotten too personal recently.
Maybe we need to remember that.
Here, where the business of all the peo-
ple, the melding of ideas is supposed to
take place, where the business of all
the people is taking place on this floor,
our conduct has to contribute to that,
not detract from it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ABRAHAM). Under the previous order,
the Senator from Alaska is recognized.

————

DIRECTING THE SENATE LEGAL
COUNSEL TO BRING A CIVIL AC-
TION

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the resolution.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
this is a difficult issue for all Members
of this body relative to the business at
hand and the necessity of proceeding
with the subpoena. I suggest that prob-
ably not since the days of the Water-
gate constitutional confrontation has
this body considered an action that is
as serious as the one that we are con-
sidering here today.

It is the feeling of this Senator from
Alaska that this day did not have to
come, but it is here. The subpoena was
not something that was inevitable. But
we are here today for one reason and
only one reason, and that is because we
have a situation where our President
refuses to cooperate with this Senate
investigation and turn over the notes
that could be very crucial to the
public’s understanding of the White-
water scandal.

The President and the administra-
tion seem to be hiding behind the
shield of attorney-client privilege. At
the same time, one can see through the
raising of the specter of executive
privilege. You cannot have it both
ways. It is one or the other.

The White House claims that it will
turn over these notes on one hand, and
then lays down conditions, conditions
that are so totally unreasonable that
what the President is really saying is
that he will not turn over the notes in
the sense of full disclosure.

It is interesting, because from the
day these hearings began, in July of
1994, my colleague from New York,
Senator D’AMATO, and I made several
appeals on this floor concerning var-
ious issues, the statute of limitations
and others, relative to questions that
had been raised to which were not
forthcoming responsible answers. So,
back in July of 1994, the White House,
at that time, professed the President’s
desire to cooperate, cooperate with the
formation of the special committee of
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which I am a member. The President
said that he, too, was interested in get-
ting the facts—all the facts out on
Whitewater.

At nearly every turn of the commit-
tee’s deliberations the White House has
tried to make these deliberations more
difficult, more prolonged, refuses to
answer more questions, and seems to
have a shorter memory. What this
committee is charged with doing,
under the able leadership of Senator
D’AMATO, is to hold the President to
his promise to cooperate with this
committee. One has to ask if the ad-
ministration has an ulterior motive, or
other reason, for not cooperating? At
all times it seems what the President
professes is not necessarily what the
President ultimately means. I do not
have to go into the issue of balancing
the budget with OMB’s figures or CBO
figures—that’s an argument for an-
other time. But I think the American
public is now aware that what the
President professes is not necessarily
what the President means.

We see this pattern repeated again
and again and again. That is part of
the problem here today, Mr. President.
The American public has seen this pat-
tern over and over, and the concern
now is that the President’s tactics
have almost conditioned the public for
a norm. The public has come to expect
this from the administration as a con-
sequence because of this repeated in-
consistency, and has become used to it.
That is very dangerous. At times it
seems that, because of the President’s
track record, the public’s expectations
and standards for the President are
lower.

I think we agree that we have an ob-
ligation to hold the President account-
able. The President must be held to his
promises. Today, we must hold the
President accountable by preventing
him and his administration from with-
holding information from the Amer-
ican public, information that the pub-
lic is entitled to know. We have to put
an end to the stalling and to the delay
tactics that have become so familiar to
the Special Whitewater Committee.
Even the media is beginning to pick up
on it. You can hardly find a newspaper
article today where the term
‘“‘stonewalling’ and ‘‘the President’ do
not appear in tandem.

These delay tactics that this com-
mittee has endured, which I know
many of my colleagues have elaborated
at great length on today, can only lead
to one conclusion: The administration
has led a deliberate and systematic ef-
fort to cover up. And cover up what?
What is there to hide? Why is the ad-
ministration fighting us and being so
reluctant to turn this information
over?

I want to bottom line the seriousness
of the vote that we are going to be tak-
ing at some point in time. Chairman
D’AMATO outlined what our investiga-
tion is all about. The investigation of
Madison Guaranty and Whitewater
have led to felony convictions and res-
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ignations. Think about that. That is
pretty serious, Mr. President. The in-
vestigation so far has led to felony con-
victions and resignations, and there
are those that just pooh-pooh this mat-
ter and simply say, well, we have not
really learned anything. We have some
convictions. We have some resigna-
tions.

The McDougals, the owners of Madi-
son Guaranty, were involved in numer-
ous improper loans and land deals
which led to the loss of tens of millions
of taxpayer dollars. Witnesses testified
before the committee that the White-
water Corp., which is half owned by the

Clintons and half owned by the
McDougals, had improperly ‘kited”
funds.

That is serious, Mr. President. That
is very serious. I spent 25 years in the
banking business as the chief executive
officer of a statewide organization. I
know what cease and desist orders
mean relative to mandates by the con-
troller of currency, the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation.

What was going on in Madison Guar-
anty was clearly illegal. There is a
story that has yet to be told relative to
the obligations of the various agencies
that examined that financial institu-
tion. I am convinced that those exam-
iners were doing a conscientious job
relative to the reporting of the true
condition of that organization, and
they were reporting up to their level.
And for reasons that have yet to be
made clear to the committee and made
public, no action was taken by the ad-
ministrators associated with the insur-
ance of the depositors with Madison
Guaranty.

So, clearly, there were pressures
brought to bear on the top regulators
by political influences that surrounded
Madison Guaranty not to take action
relative to the illegal activities that
were associated with Madison Guar-
anty, whether it be the Kkiting of the
checks or the manner in which clearly
Madison Guaranty, under the
McDougals, was being operated almost
for the benefit of a few selected indi-
viduals who were receiving favorable
loans at favorable interest rates. The
loans were rewritten to bring the due
dates current. The interest was simply
added to the principal to bring those
loans current.

These are all flagrant violations that
suggest, if you will, not just inappro-
priate or improper handling, but an il-
legal activity of a very, very serious
nature subject to formal charges by the
banking authorities and the regulators.
But we did not see that, Mr. President.
That did not occur as the true condi-
tion of Madison Guaranty become
known to the regulators.

I think that there is a story yet to be
told. I hope that we find those that are
willing to come forth and explain to
the committee why appropriate action
was not taken when indeed Madison
Guaranty was running amuck, running
almost as a personal extension of the
McDougals and some of their friends.
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